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INTRODUCTION . ¢

I : . In June of 1977, the School Programs Committee -of thé—Toronto Board

v’

of Education received and approved a recommendation from the Report of the

o : - Patterns of Dropping Out Committee -- ‘/)

>

'55 ' _ - . "that information_ fqr future decision-making be obtained
' ' about the following: - the returning student; characteristics,
- work experience, and the attitude of the schools to their .
o, return." -

[y

(page 10)
The recommendation was referred to the Director of Education for a feasibility

.« .
4 .

~ L . © e : ) *
ﬁg . report, and the recommendation was.passed by the Board in October, 1977.

The data for this study were gathered by the Research Degartment,
. in five phases:

. 7m'_PhaSe I: . Survey of all-.Toronto secondary school students to
S identify returning students and some of ‘their
" ' o characterlstlcs. - ) .

Phase II: A guestionnaire to a sample of Tofontovsecpndary.
: gchool students who have never dropped out to deter- . .
‘mine their attitudes toward returning students.
Phase III: A questionnaire to all Toronto secondary school e
i 7 principals and vice-principals, all secondary school
. S guidance counsellors, and a sample of secondary
: ' s hschool ‘teachers to determine their attitudes toward .
returning students. o
Phase " IV: In-depth interviews: of approximately 250 returning
. students., , o : .
. , . 4 . $
. . Phase V: Identification of and in-depth interviews of a matched
" group of students who have dropped out of school and not - .
- returned. ' -

s
4

ThlS report, Whlch provides 1nformatlon about the characterlstlcs

N
- - of returning students as collected in,Phase I, is the first of three reports

1 . t : -

describing the results of this study. The second report deals Qith Phases II

- and III and the thlrd ‘report deals with Phases IV and V.
. . AT




. ‘ ’ 4 :
. Literature Review
An Ontario Study .. . '

' results:

ihe Ontari; éecondary Schqol Dropout Study -completed by Cicely
Wafson and éharon McEirok i# l974—f5 for thé'Ontario Ministry ?aSk.For;e

on Dfopouts contains_soﬁe informatiohifheyﬁ réturning'étudehts And,was the
only Ontario and Canadian study thcp cou;é\be found about sfudenés.hhp

have féturngd‘tq regular sqhog%f_ﬁwbg\gigai';ortiPp_of that-reporﬁ &eals with.

re-entries defined as dropouts who had returned to the same school. It R

) : B . \ N ' .
reports the questionnaire responses of a Sample of 1974-75 re-entries from
one large Ontario urban school system. The follow;ng summarizes some of the

3

"In brief, re-entrants are likely to be those ‘dropouts who left
the three higher grades of secondary schools. However, tgsx_gg_
not stay long in’school, and the probability of their leaving
again is high (particularly if they are over 19 vears of age).

To a greater extent than other dropouts their parents did not
approve their leaving sch6ol (and this is likely to be one factnr
in the return decision). To d greater extent than other diopouts,
they were unemployed (and this is likely to be the maia reason why
they returned to school). Rather more than other dro outs, they
left 'school because 'of school-related reasons “'(they were failing
anyway; they hated school; they criticized teachers or programs)-
and yet they have not settled down in the outside world. Their
prognosis for completion is not hlgtﬁgyipée re-entries move in and.
out of school several times before finally decide to quit,--
so, without detailed data it is very difficult to show their
'stages’'. Overall, -net re-entries represent about 3% of the
enrolment .each year.™ ! : i ' '

~ (C. Watson, Focus on:Dropouts,

pages 282-3) ‘

‘Thé study fdund that re-entering and re~dropping out is a male activity -- -

: drdpguts‘is about what miglit be expected and that'the reeenﬁerinq;qf

»

the males outnumbered the fepaies 2 to 1. It also showed that the .incidence

- -

of the re-enteriné,oﬁ Grade 9 dropouts is low, of the fé-entg;inq-of Grade 10

AR

7 _Grades 11 to 13 gfhdehts is higher than would be‘eﬁpected; v : \;T

N
.



American Studies ' N . _— _

. . '

[y

. There are a number of American investigations of the cﬁaracteristics

. , .
of returners, for instance, Saleem and Miller (19637 found that at least 60

of the 625 students who dropped out of the Syracuse, New York public school in

~1959-60 later returned to school and many graduated. The-study found .

A . -

- : 'that more’ young men than young women returned. an attempt was made to

discover why these students returned, what klnds of studdgts were most in-.

fluenced by adv1ce to - finish high school and which students experienced the
* )

most pressure to return Some characterlstics of those who returned were

sought by comparing returner-and'non-returner‘dropouts. _Returners were ’
generally characterized by better academic standing, and a greater degree

N
L

. 8 . . ' B
of economic and family stability. Both factors were significant for girls

¥ .
[

while.economic stability proved more Significant for the boys. The data -

indicated that returners were not clearly distinguishable from dropouts. The

two groups overlapped,conSiderably;- Whenever returners were "better off

~

socially or academically,'than non-returners, the difFerentiation was slight.

The authors concluded that the failure to identify Significant differences St

.

meant that better ¢communication Wlth the broad population of dropouts would

» - . -
v

be the most effective method of increaSing the number of school returners.-

v

A study performed. by Wehrwein . (1970) using a sample of returners

at the work Opportunity Center in'Minneapolis_yielded‘similar conclusions.

- Wehrwein\foundfthat approximately one-folrth of the individuals who

- returned to the Work Opportunity'Centre were on prooation or parole, that

q
two-fifths. had health Droblems and that more than half had family difficulties.

. -~ \
[l

Another study conducted at the Cape Fear- Technical Institute (Doss,

1966) revealed that returners were more likely than non-returners to have

problems‘and responsibilities at home, to perceive‘their parents Qf either.

~

too “strict or too lenient, 'and to like the Institute. The returners also
- . ) : Y

« o .

e

-
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appeared to receive greater enceuragement from/;eachers.or employers to -°.

finish school ‘and to have frlends attendlnq school. In additiom, relatively

more non-returners had access to a car " while in school, had recelved corporal‘,_

T .. Y a

punlshment and had brothers or s;sters who were drppouts. : ) ' '\uﬁa St
: R

A study w1th a sllghtly dlfferent focus (Green, '1967) was aimed -7

at. determining the impact of a return to school on the lntellectual development
- ’

achlevement levels, asplratzons, self-concepts, and attltudes toward sch\bl

of a group-of‘black ch;ldren who had been out of scheql. for four years because
N v

of a school closure in Virginia. The study concluded that an educatlonui

\ ..

interruption seemed to contribute posxtlvely to att;tudes toward school1 whlle
‘ . "Jh

at the same time affectlng ptltudes and asplratlons adversely,

Kohen and Barker (1976) made the following comments in. a llteratute

.

review: ' ' '
t

"In summary, the llterature on the high school dropout who - N
' returns to school is 'diverse. It indicates that dis- > 2t

‘continuing high school is disadvantageous to the 1ntelle§tual=.'a C e

and aspirational development of the 1nd1v1duai‘ but Qhat a
return to school can substantlally allev1ate the dlsafvantage

k> “Several characterlstlcs tend to be related to the 1nd1v1dual s .
desire to complete school, although famlly probléms seem to . &
have the Qreatest negative effecfg‘ The res@arch is- optlmlstlc

in predicting gain to those. who do return and rém&ln in .
school, even though the gains would seem to- dlmxnlsh ‘the..
longer the ntfrruptlon prior to returning.” - {. L j

. o o (Kbhen and Barker, I976 pp 14 and 15)

To cé?clude, a: detalled study of students returnlng to the Toronto
Board’of'Education has never been conducted and certal ly seéms warranted
given Toronto's hlgh ‘dropout rate (see Young and R ch ‘1974Y. The study ,f

should also contr;bute to the obviously rather llmltEd body of Canadlan and

American knowledge on returning students. \. K




e Purposes’ of Part One of the Study

" The purpojes of - the firstﬂpart of the study'were to estihate'

~

the number of returnlng students in Toronto ‘high schools as oabNovember,

1977 (regardless of the length of tlme they had been back) ‘and then to
W - :
examine some of their characterlstlcs such as number of times they had
’ ]

T,
dropped out, the age they last lefkgaghggl thelr age in’ November, 1977;~

sex, grade left ‘and grade enrolled in during November, 1977 level of

study left and returned to, school left and returned to, and whether or

not they had been in the Leav1nq School Early Program. i B




. s

. = ": - Data'Collection .

On November 18 1977, questronnalres were drstrlbuted to every R
¢

high school student 1n the Toronto Board of Educatlon (€xcluding students in

'}

Adult Day schoolsl in order to " rdentlfy students who had returned to regular

'-school efter havxng

a cbpy{of this questronnafre is prQVlded

in Appendrx A; thi

) =

about hlgh School sgudents and their employment) . A computer label‘used to

address each questlonnalre provrded the student's sex, year of blrth, as well

as the school the student was attendlng. Students who'had returned to school

were asked to state the number of t‘ es-they had dropped out, whether or not -

they had ever been in- the Leaving School Early (LSE) program, th;'grade and‘

.level they had left’ the ‘last ‘time they had dropped out*, the age at which

they had last dropped out, and the school they had last left. All5students were

{ . ey . . ,
. asked to state ihe leqel they were then 1in. Eigh stuaent‘s grade was
nferred frcm the grade/class codes’ on the labels. the rules followed

,in rnferrlng the grade are glven i Appendlx B. .
3 : : -

Altogether, 29,499 studen S returned usable questronnarres, or: <

S
\»J

86% of the 34,270 high schook students registered 3 in November of 1977

. N . pata Analysis
. - 2

The flrst-set of analyses (for the original questions on the survey

form) took the form of frequency counts converted to percentages and are,

M J

7 in many cases, presented in graphlcal form. In some rnstances, x2 one-

sample tests with df—k -1 (where k«# categorles) were used to compare observed -

'frequenciesffor~the-sample_of return_ng Toront high school students with expec
. ' /

-questionnaire was also desrgned to collect lnformatron .

.d .

o

A

frequencresﬂderived‘from/fhe pop tion of Toronto high school students. The

-

1 » | ] ." L 12

ot



null hypotheses for th?se tests were that the characteristics of the returning
L S students did not differ significantly from the characteristics of the.population

\ . of=students; that is, observed characteriszics—uefevcompared'with theoretically -

:h expected characteristics. For all significance tests, the significance

T _"criterion was a chance probability lessﬁthan .05. The reader should also

. . 'note that not every student answered every question,. thus there are varying

totals for the X2 tests.

. The second group of analyses which involved examining the extent
L 3

. of association or reiation between two sets of attributes of the returning

[y

students prov1ded the investigators w1th a blt of a dilemma. - The group of’
returning students being studied could neither be considered the entire -

population of 1977-78 Toronto returning students nor could it be considered

- -

“. a rahdom sample of Toronto returning students. A xz test of significance

_ . of a: contingeS%y coefficient calculated from ar x k contingency table is
» . : - - . w

| ’ -

'.normally used to examine the degree of association between attributes when .. %

. a random’ sample has been drawn. from = population. If the entire population

S

is being examined, contingency qoefficients and/or simple percentages are '
used to report the results -- x? tests of significance being irrelevant.
. L - . . N ¢ A

: ' . - ; 4
The investigatqrs decided to proceed as one would with a;;aadom sample and
s

“ B use x tests of srgnificance of the contingency coefficients to determine

f.

¢

significant associations between attributes of the returning students, keeping

Q ~ B
L .

et  in mind that the sample was not a strictly random one. The x tests for these

'tests had (x=1) kk-l) degrees of freedom and where significant x2 were found,
the tables were collapsed where necessary to 2 x 2 tables to test the SLgnifi-
cance of frequencies on the separatg’categories of the attributes. Again,_

. the significance criterion was .05 and the_totals‘varied,considerably.

[
\

) . . | . . ‘Eq

. . : 1 o, -
-' © ',"— - L,) : .
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Limitations of the Data : .
. ‘ % . ' . .

The investigators pilot tésted the questionnaire and were

Ed

fairly satisfied thgat the students understood thé questions and that the
. &> ! -

- questions seemed'appropriate;.howéver, they did not.da.a ﬁormal valida-
“tion ofithe'quesﬁibﬁnairé.v.That.is, no check was made to determine whether
the students.ﬁhg_fiﬂﬁlly answered the quegtionnairé'understood the questions,
whether ;hey were intérpfeting the questions as intended} or Qhetyer

they were giyingvgorrect responses. The responses were accepted as they

stood. One particular weakness did come to light -- the quéstioh on the"

Leaving School Early Program seemed to.be misunderstbod (this is discussed

.

in a.later section).

“

.Infprmation for students' date of birth and 1977 grade were
' : S L

obtained from the- Board's records.' The grade enrolled in du}ing Noﬁembe:,
1977 was inferred #Fom class codes (the method is described in

Appendix B) -- some errors probably resulted from this technique.
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- FINDINGS

1l ' ' - kg

’

The ' Number of Returning Students -

1,150 students reported that they had droppéd out of . school and
- returned. This figure represents/5.9% of the' 29,499 students who completed

: - the questignnaire in?November'of/l977. -

/!

The total number of students who were returners during the 1977-78 .
school year was probably hlgher than this figure for three reasonsé'

D (a) 4,771 students on the November school rolls diad
’ not answer-the questionnaire -- some were probably
returners}

(b) 1,138 students on the September school rolls were
not on the, November school rolls -- some were »
probably returners, and, oo ) .
“(c) some students probably returned to school after_ : .
November. . ’ )

Multiplying the September enrolment of 35 408 by 3.9% glves an estlmate of
: y

1, 381 returnlng students enrolled in Toronto high schools in the Fall of

1977. ' _ o,

General Characteristics of Returning Students

Schools Left — . . e .

. | . Most neturning students Last dropped out of Toronto schools. i

Of the sample of returnlng students. l 085 (94'3%) reported the
school they\had,left.the last time they had dropped .out, and-lts‘board or. city.
Of these, 812, or 74.8%,'re§orted that they had last dropped{out of a Toronto
hioh_school,.mhile'anotner 31 reported tnat they had last dfobpedsout of Toronto
~elementary schools; so that altogether‘77}7% of the.students nad dropped out of

. Toronto schools. Another 9.6% had dropped out of schools of other_boardé in

Metropolitan Toronto, 5.4% had dropped out‘of'schools of'other boards in

. . ) LVt ©

-

1

1
] LI L]

15




S10- .
Ontario;’l 4% had dropped out of schools in other prov1nces, and-Sni% had
_ ~
dropped out of schools in other countrles Four students reported that
they had dropped out of a unlvers1ty, a communlty college, ‘or a Ch\\\*\

whlle one reported that he had dropped out of a prlvate elementary school.

Figure T displays these percentaqes graphlcally

Toronto High Schools | i174.8%

[}

Other Metro Schools

-

_Other Ontario éohools23;.5;4%

Foreign Sohools o Q{ 5.4% - » ' -

Toronto Eleﬁentary
"Schools .

2ev

_Schools in Other
Provinces

¥

Un;vers;ty/College/
CEGEP

‘private Elementary
Schools ™ :

Figure 1. The schools rekxurning students left the last time they
- . dropped out (N % 1085). :

'

* CEGEP --‘Collége d'enseignement général et -professionel
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]

)

W

" One explanatlon of the above flnd1n§7;s‘that returning students-are older

- 11 -

~

‘Sex " . ‘

‘ . ap. R . * 4.
. Men are sLightly over-nepresented among reluing. students .
4 . r\ . . . ) ) . . [y

Of the 1,144 students whose sex was stated, 59.8% were men

”

(see Figure 2). o B .
: ) [} g
'f ‘
3 | 1
¥
- él

Figure 2.  The sex of returning students’
) (\1 1144) '4 . "
. _ , ) (U

S Only 51.7%. of the students who had never dropped out were men.

-

L3

A . \ 1

more likely to be men than are younger students; this xplanatxon would

»
_imply that men are not over-represented among returnin students. To T

test this explanation a theoretlcal dlstributlon was constructed in whlch

than other students, and that ln Toronto .schools the o}iir students are.’

‘the sexual composition of the group whlch had returned

o

_the same age. Accordlng to the theoretlcal ‘distributior 55.8% of the :

Lot

o school was
predicted from the sexual composxtlonxof ‘the entlre sample of students of

returnlng students should be men; a chl— square test fou

- [}

P

centage wasfsignificantly lower than the‘ohserved perce%tage of 59 8%

We can conclude, then, that men are: 1

-

eed over represeTted among returnq

ing students, although the over—representatlon is not great. -;n-7E7}13

d that thls per-,r;

WA_ LT
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Number of Tlmes Dropped Out

~dnopp&ng ouz moxe than. once.

/ .

About one-Aevgnzh of the metunn&ng Atudenzé neponted

-l

All but 36 of the returnl

ng students reported the number of t;mes.

'chey had dropped out.

they had’dropped out once,

Of these 1,114 students,

955, or 85.7% reported that

128 or 11 5%,-reported that they had droppbd

‘and 10, dr 0{9%, reported that they had

<«

out twace, 21, or 1 9%/,reported that they had dropped out three tlmes,

dropped out four times; (see quure 3).

() o l, -

-
.

| Qne'Time

185.7%

Two Tfmesi

| Three Times

| FOOs B RS
,; s .
. : .
IS PR
*; :
>

| Four Times

d= - :

Fi&ure 3. ‘ I
: 2 dropped. out (N = 1114) .-

. » Sy
Lo . ot . L .
. .

«p

Aqe ‘at Tlme of Dropplng Out . i

More than a qudrter of zhe students n
*  been undenr. 16 when they £aat dnopped

The number .of times returning students had

aponted that they had
out

Flgure 4 shows the dlstrlbutlon for all returning students of the

ages at whlch they last dropped out (1, 084 students

reported that age) .- It
[N

can be seen that thevmedlan age of dropplng out was 16, and that 84.3%. of

f
the students reported that they had last droppe

d out before they had turned

"18. A conslderable number ~-= 307 or 28.3% -- reported that they had last\’

dropEEd out of school before turning 16 -- 210

.18

out of Toronto schools.

of these students‘had dropped‘
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1.5% 1.8% - 1.1%  0.1%
o= [uousy B e Pty 4
10~13 20 21 24 8
. . 4
Figure 4. Ages at which returning students had last dropped out
(N = 1084) . A
. , ) P )

Flgure 5 shows the same. dlstrlbutlon for students who had

dtopped out only once. It can be seen that thlS dlstrlbutlon is almost

- identical with the one for" aIiF;eturnlng studentﬁ Thls suggests‘that

students who had dropped out more than once had dropped out for the first

time at younger aaes\than the students who had dropped out only once.

35.5% \
19.3%
7.1%
1.3 pionnl R 1.7% 0,88 | -
prm—— LS DI . B
10-13 14 15 20 21

Figqure 5. Ages at which one-time dropouts had 1eft school
(N = 927)
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)} Grade at Time of Dropping’ Out

. Moszt ,netzuuuéng-»stude.m !_Mzt_d/wpbec'{ out -05 Grades 9, 10 and 11.

. ' Flgure 6 shows the grades students were in when they last dropped

PR Y

out. Of 1,092 students who reported a 6rade, 75 6% dropped out 'of Grades

9,l0»andll.- S . - . i
L | o B K- - 1¢
\.‘ \,
, ~
. : Figure Q; Grades returning students were in when
’ they last dropped out (N = 1092).
o . Figure'? shows_tno‘same kind of distributionfzbrstudents who nad
‘dropped.out oniy once (n=925); ?hishdistribution is a lost identical with
the dlstrlbutlon for all returnlng students and suggests that students who
had dropped out more than once had started dropplng out in earlier grades
than the students who had dropped out only once or that they had nade no
progress the previousAtime(s) they had-returned to school. :
It can be seen from'both distrlbutions that most students. had |
) N
. dropped out ‘well beforc the end of any four or flvc-year program. \
7 . .
- 25.4% '
B MM , ’
© §=7 8, 9 11 . 12
. . : Figure 7. Grades one-time dropouts were’ in when
Q ) ~ they dropped out .(N = 925).

20




Level at Time of Droppxng Qut o ' : ’ ' T

. Oue/L ﬂvw_e qua/vtw 24 the netinning atudents &den,tcﬁre,d “by th/gs
study who had- Last dropped out of Ontario secondary schools Ledt
programs where most of thcwt cowwu were at Levels 4 and 5.

e ¥,

Qata.on levels of study»reft'were .available for 965 students who
* . ’ - ' ° . ’ . N N i / ’ ) -
. reported that’they had last dropped out -of secondary schools,in.Qntarlo; a

' summary of these data is given in Figure 8¢

e

A = 17.2%
g8 [ S WL : -
.1 - 6 ' , Lot
. I " v . ... . ] . . AY
Figure 8. Levels of program left by Ontario S

returning students (N = 965).

The same data were examined for the 823 students who had dropped .

R S

out once; the distribution was- almost identical with the one shown>in~Figure 8.

Year of Birth

| . Ha.&é 06 the ne,twuu.ng bmdew wene born befone 1960 (on were oven 17)
Data on year of birth were available for 1,112 students. They are

. : summarlzed in ‘Figure 9. Of~these students, 555, or one fewer than half, were
. _ (
" born before 1960; only-17.3% of the sample of students who had never,dropped
'out were born before '1960. Altogether 900, or 80 9%, of the returning. students
were born in the four years, 1948 through 1961.; these same four years accounted
for only 58.5% of the sample of students who. had never dropped out ‘ These

.

'differences are statlstlcally s1qn1f1cant




.. .~ : - 16 - _ -

- - '» l
-~ ) : . ]
' — 14 3% '
P S
- . . . ’ 6\2%
) e {1:3& 1.2% - 2z2% Loy b 1.:8%
} . b e sss Ty RIS B OO0 BOOOOEE B ARAAAR - . .‘"l'"":"‘_l .
1954~ 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959, 1960 1961 \',1.962 1963 |
i (23: . 22} (21} (20} {137 {181 (17) . (18)L  Wd3), 114)
" spiqure 9. Years of birth of returnlng students (N = 1112). (These
© + data were collected in November, 1977 -- ages at that time -
« 4" are shown in brackets.) Co } ' *
Enrolmej: by. Grades _ . ‘
‘ Returning uudewta wu,g moat Likely to be ennolled in.
* gnades 10, 11, and 12. T
Datzs,‘about the grades in which returning students -were’ enrolled
during. November 19;/'7/were available for 88l students ; a summary of' these .
'data is given in.Figure 10. >
Al / . [
‘Figure:10. Grades - in which returnlng
students were enrolled
during Nov er, 1977
. (N = 881).
{
< \\‘.
*+ The number of students in distrib\ltion is”relatively small because
' grades had to be inferred from\class cgdes, some of which do not permlt .
; the inferring of the grades. TRe ruled by which grades were inferred
0 ©. are presented and dlscuSSed in Apperdix B. .
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Most returﬁlndstudents (72.%%) were enrolled in,grades 16, 11 :
'and:lzr. (The reederfshouid rec;ll that this number includes students‘who'[ N
have-heen back for more_than one Year.[ Sim¥iar data were not inferred forv_ |
studehts ﬁho had not dropped‘out. N (

-

Enrolment by Levels of Prggram _ . . ' *

. .

o ‘ Students taking most of their counses at Leue,u 2,3 and 4 are
oven-nepresented among n.e/tumu.ng students, while students J:a!ung ',
moat 06 thein courses at Level 5 are undm-neme.&mted \

Figure 11 shows the percentage of students who had retu ned to school

who reported taklnq most of their courses at each level of\ins

ction_and-
the corresponding expected percentagqs calculated from the didtribution for

z‘!
‘all students who completed the questlémnalre ' Because of

e small numbers;‘r

i
.__nl,l N .

Ln'levels.l and 6, for the stat1st1cal,hnalys1s level 1 Was combined with s«

level 2, and level 6 with level 5. The two dlstrlbutl were significantly'

IS

different. Chi-square tests were used to evaluate differences in enrolment
" at levels 2, 3, 4 and 5 (léVels 1l and 6 were not reported frequently enough

to examine) and found"that all dlfﬁerences between observed and ‘expected

frequencies were significant.

' 58.4%

RN = Retdrning‘Students

- = All Students

-

-1

Figure“ll. Levels of‘procram in which students were taking most;gf’/
S their courses during November, 1977 ﬁN = 1113 returning

- . ’
_ studen s). . E?Eg |
I:R\(: *  There was some lnaccuré cy in the re ts of. level of study. Of the sample,
i o i - 32 students, or 2.7%, reported study ng at levels which were not provided in

their schools. This inaccuracy is not great enough to invalidate the findings.
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Coméarisons of ‘Toront®d Students who Re~=enrolled in the Schools
They Had Left and Toronto Students who Enrolled in a Different School.

»

: ‘ Students wno had retwwed to different schools than.the"one,é N

' ~ they had Left tended to have dropped out in Lower grades and

. at earlier ages. than studehts who had re-enrolled in the schools
they nad Zegt, and 2o be enrolled in Léwer grades; however, they
also tended to be ofder .in November, 1977, and were more Likely.
Lo have dropped out more than once. | -

Y -

Of the BleStudenfs whq.droppe out of high schools *in the City .

of Toronto, 803 reporﬁed the names of both the school they were attendinétj

and the school they had left when'they had last dropped out. Of these 803

— -

[y

students, 510, or 63.5% had returngd to the schools they had left when they A}

.

had last dropped out. o ‘ . - ' \ -

Figure 12 shows the érades left by the two groups df.;tudénts; T

~

*the distributions are .significantly digfereﬁt. Stu@enﬁé who énfolled in
.a different school are significant&{ more likely to have agopped out,ﬂf T e

Grade 9,'aﬁd‘Less likely to have dropped out of' Grades 11 and 12 than

- . S ] .
students who re-enrolled in the same school ,

.. . : -

Same School

9 10

13

Figure 12. Grades left by Toronto students wh6~returned

) - to the same schools (N = 501) or to different
: sSchools (N.= 286). Coe

-‘4 -
)

Figure 13 shows the distributions of grades in which the two groups
were enrélled in 1977;'the distéibutions are significantly different. Students
who re-enrolled injJthe same school are significantly more likely to be eprolléd

in Grade 12 than students who enrolled in a different school. If. these dis-

tributions are collapsed into distributions of enrolment in the junior and

" .
24 . . '

i
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x . -t ’
: the two.groups agaln dlffer signlflcantly . Students wé%i

N

senior grades,

-enrolled in the same school are s1gn1£1cantly more llkely to be en;olled

-

in the senior grades than students who enrolled in a dlfferent school. | s
(The reader should agaxn recall that qpe study included students who had
returned to 'school prev1ous to the Fall of 1977 ) . a A
<« — i
.. HERNH Same School -
- Dxfferent School
: S S 204%
' "9 10
st y .
Flgure 13. Enrolment by grades for Toronto 'students who.
—_xeturned to the same schools (N = 407) or to
different schools (N.= 221). .
y more

Students who enrolled in a different school were significantl

likely to have dropped out more than once; 15 3% (of 288) of these students

had dropped ‘out more than once, compared to 1ll. 3% (of 508) of students who

had re—enrolled in the seme school.

. Flgure 14 glves the dlstribution for each group,
ntly dlfferent.

students last dropped out; the dlstrlbutlons are s1gn1fica

Toronto studentS‘Who re—enrolled in the' same school are SLgnificantly less -

™
-----
-----

37.3% Same School [|:i::i:

7.0%

T, 3.2% s
14 ‘16 17,

v 19-21

to students who returned to the-

Figure 14. The ages at which Toron
: or to dlfferent schools (N = 284)

same schools (N =\500)
last dropped out. .

J;BJ(; For the remainder of the rep t, junior grades will mean grades 9 qnd lO and

genior grades will mean qrades\ll, 12 and 13. _
o o B Y

of the ages at whish
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or lS, and pore llkely to have_drogpedﬁ _
: LI ]

. ‘ 9

ikely toO have dropped out at ages lA

nts who enrolled in a dlfferent school L

l7 than Toronto stude
years of bxrth for both o . j

sut at a@e

Figure 15 glVES the dlstributxpns
Students whp _
' ] .-

Qroups, the dxstrlbutxons are srgnlfxcantly dlf ,en

. T LR W .v"_- < ‘ ST Lo
kely to hava IR '.-5\\, -
J

of

e Jagni 'cantly less ll

g

the same school wer

re—enrolled in
5

gnlflcantly more like ; ~\X

before 1959 (over lB
an’ students who enrolled in

have been born in 1959 (18 years "of age) th
. .

.ti.

a different~school.

been born years of age) and 51

Same School

pifferent schpol

13.5% 13.2%

1962-63
(14-15) -

1960. © 1961
an . (16)-

pefore 1958 .1958 1959 -
(20) (19) (18)
o students who returned to the4

N = 281)

£ferent schools (

Toront
503) or to dai

ckets) _

“pigure 15. vears of birth of
' same schools (N =

b._ . N
. lages are shown in bra

\

g o
pS was not related to se ‘the levels.
l .

. Membership in the two grou
‘out, or

tudy:Lng when they had last dropp

N\ at which students had been S
e levels at whioh}the 977. -

th y were studylng in 1

- L4
R
- . 23(;‘ ‘ . o
7’ N e R - :
- . . - ,‘
- . - N .
.
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. Differences Between Sexes - _]

»

.'1 Women were mone Likely than. men to have !.aAt d/wpped out at -
.« younger ages, %o have Last dropped out in Lowenr grades, and
L : .. %o be enna££ed in the jun&Oﬂ gnadeo dun&ng Novemben, 1977

o ~In general>$§omen Who‘had returned to school had-lastfdropped out
'at'younger ages‘and‘from lower. grades than had men‘who had. returned to .

A

. °school, although they were not younger 1n November, 1977 than the men. Women

were smgnlflcantly more llkely to. have dropped out before Grade ll.

Altogether 61. l% (266 of 435) of women dropped out before Erade ll, compared

., L

_ t0-54.6% (355 of 650) of men. Wbmen were also more llkely'than men to.have

dropped out before turnlng 16~ of 428 women who reported the age at whlch
K a TN . Y 3
. they had dropped out l47, or 34. 3% had dropped .out. before turnlng l6

_;-r

compared to 24 3% (158) of 649 men.

-

' There,were no statzstxcally~significant differences-in the péo;

e portlons of men and women enrolled in each grade, although ‘women were-i )
i -
more llkely than men to be- enrolled in the janior- grades. Of 352 women

.for whom grades were lnferred from t&e&class ‘code, 66. 3% were in the

junior grades, compared t0'58.8% of 527 men. S >

" These results are shown in Figures 16{ 17 and 18.

-Before 11

-

J1 and
Above

Figure 16. Grades 1ast dropped out for women (N = 435) and -
: men (N = 650). < ‘ ’

- R7 A



el

Women [ :
' ‘| Before 16
v efore 16 1
."“ X ’.
2 - 65.7%
16 end
over 75.7%
. " Fiqure 17. Ages of students% ate of dropping out
. : ' . for women (N#='428) and wen (N = 649). _
: p ' g , &
5 , >
Grades
IR . | senior ,
Grades . 3
Lo e AL, 12 LT
N BB .:
Flgure 18. November, 1977 enrolment by grades for women - ‘
. (N=352) and men (N==52‘7) R . - -
. . ‘ .;— ) . . -
“hcre were no statlstlcally signlficant differences between the Droportlons
of men and women who dropped out more than once/ who dropped out of dlfferent
 flevels (for Ontarlo students) and who enrolled in dlfferent levels._ ‘

/ .
, -
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CLEEL_;sons of Students Who Last Dropped Out !

in the Junior and Senior Grades

»

Szudenxé

N - Likely %o .

v ghades , to
. have dnopped out more

who Last dnapped out of
be youngern 4in November,
have Last dropped out

than once,

the jdnian
1977, 2o, b
at

4

nadeé wenre mane ..
e ennolled in Lower

dropp

younaefu ages, to be women, Z0
o have tast '

ed outr-at

Lowen .Levels

, and %o

be ennaZLed at

Lowen Levels than wene -

‘ .out,

Atudenzb who ZaAt dnopp

The dlfference between

; might Be expected, students who had last dropped out of grades ll,

and 13 were- older ln November,

and were enrolled in hlgher

Students who 1ast dropped

1977 were older when they

ed out of the Sen&an ghades

sexes was discussed on page 21 As'

+

12
last dropped
grades ‘in November, 1977. ) ., : -

<

out of the Junlor grades were more

likely than students who had dropped out of the senlor grades to have.

dropped out more than once.

junior grades,

of 462 students who had dropped out of the senior grades,

89 or 16 2% had dropped out more than once .,

Of 549 students who had.dropped out of the

while s

49 or 10.6%
- -4

_had dropped out more than once (see Flgure l9)

Droppedfoutrdnce

: 16.2%

v Dropped Out .
'More Than Onhce
: ‘ 10.6%

Dropped out of Grades 9 & 10

SR R Dropped Out of Grades

~

1, 12&13-

Figqure 19.

Number of rimes dropped out for .students ‘who last dropped
~ out of the junior grades (n'=
last dropped out of -the senlor

: 549) and for students who
grades (N. = 462)
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The remaining sxgnlflcant dlfferences observed were in the levels
from whlch students had last dropped out and at whlch they were studylng in
1977.. ‘Of 357 students who had last dropped out of the junlor grades, 80,
or 22.4%, had been studylng at levels l 2 or 3 before they had dropped out,
of 367 students ‘who had last dropped out o?\:zi senlor grades, 32, or 8 7%,

had been stndylng at levels 1, 2 or 3 (see Figure 20).

-

{

Dropped Out of - Firore

Grades9 & 10 i
Dropped Out of -
Grades ll,lZ&.B

Dropped Out of
Levels 1, 2, 3

- r

Propped Out .of
- Levels 4 & 5

- V,, "‘ ) . ’V \ .
. T 3 . n

"~ Figure 20. Levels left for Ontario students who last dropped out of

) ' the  junior grades IN = 357) and for Ontario students who

last dropped out of the senlor grades (N = 367)

Of 541* students who last dropped out of the ]unlor grades, 168,
or 31. l% were enrolled in 1977 in levels 1, -2 and 3, of 458 students who had
last dropped out of the. senior - grades, 48, or lO S%, were enrolled ln 1977 in .

levels 1, 2 or 3 (see Flgure 21). Further analysxs revealed that Ontario

' students who had dropped out aof the Junlor grades were moxre llkely to have re-'

enrolled at a lower level of lnstructlon than students who had dropped out of

the.senior grades{ 16. 8% of the former group had re-enrolled at a lower level,.

3

compared to 9.4% of the latter.

- .
- . -

/ ‘
‘* " The numbers of students in the two analyses for levels ‘are greatly dafferent
because the second analysxs includes students who dropped out of schools
Q outsxde Ontarlo . ,
- . i s . . C .

-

~<

3
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Enrolled in Levels' 3
1, 2, and 3

Enrolled in.Levels
4 and 5 _ ,
o 89.5%

‘Figure 21. Levels enrolled in for. 1977 for students who last droppéﬁ out of the‘.

junlor grades (N = 541) ‘and’ for’ ‘students who last dropped out of the
senlor grades (N = 458) -

-

Comparlsons Between Students Who- Dropped Out Once Before Turnlng 16" and
Those Who Dropped Out Once After Turning 16 -

. Students who wue one-time dropouts beﬂa/ne m/uru.ng 16 were

. more Likely. to be women, Lo have dropped out at fower ., .
‘ghades, 10 be younger <in November 1977, and %o be enrolled
in Lowen grades than students who wenre ane-r,c.me dprau,té
agten ;ufcmng 16. -

The analyses reported in this section were restrlcted to-

-

.students who had dropped out only once; so that dlfferences between thet
two qroups would be clearer._ As would be expected from a. dlfference.
.observed between sexes (see page 21), students who dropped out beforel-
turn;ng 16 were more llkely to be women than were students who - dropped -‘:
o out after 16 51.2% of thre students who dropped out before turnlng 16
) were women, compared to 37 1% of the othen returning. students. - |
"medlan test revealed that students whd had dropped out . before turnlng 16

were much younger in November, 1977 than students who had dropped out

after turnlng 16 ~- pnly 20.3% of the students who dropped out before

- B h

turnlng 16 were born before 1960, compared to 61.8% of the other return-

- . . . . ) o )
IERJKZ ‘ing students (see Flgure 22). - _ . T . v )
L 2 . e ' i . - . ‘ . V 3 —4" . I ” ‘ ' y—\- .



'fDropped out Before Turnlng 16 RO

Dropped Out After 'rurn;Lng 16. -

61.8$ “

BornlBefore_IQGO '
(over 17) - )

.‘ . R .7 . . F....
Born in 1960 or |

After (17 and
under) -

79.7% .

~ -

v

—tl

" Figure 22, Dates of blrth for students who dropped out once before tufnlng
' l6. (N = 251), or after turnlng 16 (N = 677). ; oo

o

Z . . . l.' . . .
As one would-expect} students who had dropped out before turn-

'.lng 16 had-dropped out of lower grades than students who had dropped’ out -

after turnlng 16. They were also enrolled ln lower grades in November,ﬂ«'
, 1977 as Flgure 23 shows Nearly two-thlrds of the students who had

dropped out before turnlng 16 were enrolled in. the ]unlor grades, S ‘ ;VA
« v, - f..‘ )
“compared to less than a flfth of othef returnlng students. _On_the other

,hand, 35%.had progressed to the senior grades since returnlng to 'school.

.- . ¢ ‘Dropded Out Before Turning 16 [ .-

PEPE A WO Y

i Dropped';Out_ After Turning 16-
‘ . .

.34.9%

------
-----

17.55 - | -

13

g

.Figure 23. NoVember; 1977 enrolnent by grades for returning students.
. who dropped out once .before turnlng 16 (N = 183) or once
after turnlng lG (N =-542).

32
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b
Whether or not the returnlng students had dropped out before turning .
416 was not related to the levels of lnstructlon at Whlch they had: been
-
,studyxng before they dropped out (the analysls excluded students who reported
. that they had. dropped out before reachxng Grade 9).- However, . it was related
“to the level at whlch returnlng students were studylng in November, 1977,
as Flgure 24 shows . Further analysls revealed that students who dropped out
nof Ontario”high schools before turnlng 16 were more llkEIY than other
returnlng students to re—enrol at .a lower level of 1nstruct1on ano le
llkely to re-enrol at the same level of Lnstruotlon. h o ot
';agzis Dropped Out Before‘Turning 16 R o
- Dropped Out After Turning- 16
' ' 41.2%
4 5'g 6 -
. Figure 24. ‘November, 1977 enrolment by levels of . 77: o Coe
- _ ' 31nstructlon for students who dropped out B
' e once before turning 16 (N = 296), or -
‘aftcr~turn1ng 16 (N F 719)
‘Coggarlsons Between Students Who Had Dropped Out oo
Once and Students Who Had Dropped Out More Than Once ~ . * )
- . . s‘mdem who h_ad d/wpped out moneg than once were more Ldaej_y
T than students who had dropped out only once %o have £ast . .
o dropped out grom an clementary grade, Less Likely to have
. . past dropped out of a senion grade; and mone Likely Lo be
L studying at Eeve,&s I, 2~, n 3, in November, 1977.
L .

; . . . ..
- . + PN

W

B H)



- 28 -
B

o -_,'f The differences* }n grades last left are shown in Flgure 25.
Students who had dropped out more than once were sxgnlflcantly more llkely

than students who had dropped ‘out only once to have last dropped out from

Aoan. elementary grade and less likely to have 1ast dropped out of a senlor -

L Y

\ grade. . T L ) o . ' S

Dropped Out Once [

Dropped Out More -
. Than Once

57.8%

Figure 25. Grades last left by students__ . .
' -+~ . who had dropped out once (N = 925)
- and more than once (N = 154).

‘ Students who had dropped out more than orice were more llkely ‘than .
o -other returnlng students to be studylng at levels i, 2, or 3; of 153 students
- who had dropped.out more than ~once, 46 or 30 1s, were studylng at levels

l 2 or-3, compared to 208, or 22 43, of 928 students who had dropped out -<

-

'only once (see Figure 26)

v

*  The dlfference in the junior grades is not statlstlcally srgnlflcant even
though lt is larger than the dlfference in the elementary grades.

. . 3 o E?é;
Lo .:V . o '.‘\
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e Dropped~Qut Once flonis

Dropped Out More -
- Than Once

o Figure'ZS. The November, 11977 enrolment by levels for

_ - - students who had dropped out once (N = 928)
. o i - -and more than once (N = 153). '

" a medianftest.failed to reveal any difference in the'ages-at

&

.l
.

which students had last dropped out (comparlng those who dropped out once -

-and more than once) Nor were. there any dlfferences in the ages of .
students in November, 1977, or 1n the proportlons of students in each
grade. HoWever, students who had last dropped out of the Junlor grades

(qrades 9 .and lO) ‘were more llkely to have dropped out more than once,

as can bqisitf in Figure 29. R _
and level of study last left were not related to number of

' times dropped out

Comparlsons Between Students of . leferent Ages

. The ofder students were'Zn 1977, the £e.4<s Lckezy they were
- Lo be enrolled in Levels 1, 2 on 3, and to have Last.dropped
. ' . out of Levels 1, 2 on 3, zhe mone Lckdg they wdll 2o have
- fast dropped out o4 . the' senion grades, and the mone Ldze&g
' Zhey were %o have been a one-time d/wpawt agten tuwwing 16.
.- Students oven 1§ were Less Likely to be women and monre -
- . Likely 20 have dropped au,t mone than once.

For these analyses, the students were leldEd 1nto three groups

LN

"deflned by the ages they would turn Ln 1977 One group was composed of
students under 16, ohe of students aged 16 to 18, and one of'students_over

18. .Students over 18 were.statlstically less likely‘tolbe women than were
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] other returnlng students, 33 4% of 302 students overxls were women, compared

.to 4l 9% of 563 sJ;dents aged 16 to 18, and 41 6% of 245 students under 16.

The older students were in 1977, the less llkely they were to be ‘enrolled

in level 1, 2 or 3-’36.8% of 239 students under 16 were enrolled in level 1,

2 or 3, compared to 25 3% ok_548 students aged 16 to. ls, ‘and 10. 6% of

; students over 18 _All these proportlons dlffer 51gn1flcantly.»"

&

A sxmrlar trend was observed in the dlstributlons of the levels

 from whlch students had last dropped out, 26.9% of 186 students under 16 had

been enrolled 1n level 1, 2 or 3 compared to 23 8%
16 to- 18 .and l7 7% of students over 18. The first

: percentages are 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent.

’Students over 18 were statlstlcally more llkely than~other return-—.

of 499 students aged

and thlrd of these

Y

ng - students to have dropped out more than once. Of 296 students over 18,

18.6% had dropped out more than once, comoared to 12. 2% of 548 aged 16

" to 18, and 1l. 6% of students under 16

latlonshlps for grade left andtage at leaving have been

v

previously discussed on pages 23 and 25.

B

- --Enrolment by grade for students of different ages was not analyzed

N

._ as the_findings are predlctably tr;v1al

(%

'Comparisons Between . Students who in November, l977 Were Enrolled 1n the

Junior Grades, and Those wWho Were Enrolled in the Senior Grades

‘ Re/tu/z.»u,ng Amden,tb who were emaU_ed in the ju.nwn gnade,é in
November, 1977 wene more Likely than senion students 2o be

studying at Level 1, ‘2 oh 3, to have £ast
‘Level 1, 2 on 3, X0 " have d/wpped out mone

than once, to have

dropped out of the junion grades,. X0 be women, and o have

bee.n one-time dprau,tzs bejorne turning 16.

Of 275 Junlor students4 '32.7% were studylng in November l977, at’

level l, 2, or 3, compared to 8. 6% of 583 senior students, 22.6% of 212 .

junlor students who . dropped out of Ontarlo hlgh scho
»level 1, 2, or 3, compared to 12 S% of 512 senior st

out of Ontarlo hlgh schools (see Flgures %Z and 28)
N . ' *O

~

ols had dropped out of'

udents ‘who had dropped



) . -'31 -
BN P ¢
- 4 \ . -
Enrolled in, : fronm)
Grades 9 & 10 . puiiud)
Enrolled in . - _
. Grades 11, 12 &13 N

it )

Figure 27. Enrolment by levels for students enrolled in the .
- junior grades (N = 275) and students enrolled in
the senior grades (N = 583) (November, 1977).

1

L. . '
Enrolled in [
Grades 9 & 10

' Enrolled in |
.Grades 11, 12 &1_3- o

Levels

‘]_,.2’ 3 «te’s

-~

Figure 28. Levels last left {for Ontario students enrolled
' ~.in the junior grages (N = 212) and for Ontario .
students enrolled|in the senior grades (N = 512).

Returning students in the junior grades were, cqnpsary.to what

- might be expected, more likfly to have, dropped out more than once than were
‘students from the senior grades;.lB,B%jéi 273 junior students had dropped out
. T o ' . i v o : .

t

more than once, compared to 11.4% ofiSaslsenior students (see Figure 29).

W
“~J
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Dropped
Out Once
) Dropped ‘
. {Out More o
. C ' Enrolled in i BOOA000E
L I Than Once _ / ‘Grades 9 and 10 [ooeeed]
y , '(“ ~ Enrolled in IIIIII
L _ , ’ ‘ Grades 11,12°'& 13

i+  Figure 29. Number of times dropped out for students’ oot
' : "enrolled in the junior grades (N.= 273)-

and students enrolled in the senlor grades

(N = 586) .

. The_relationships'by sex, grade last left and age‘dropped out

have been discussed on éages 21, 23 and Qﬁr' As ﬁight'be”expected,'studenré"
. enrolled in the junior grades were younger than students enrolled'in the

seniorkgrades. i . .

Student Progress After Returning to»School-"‘& ' -
. . 46% ‘0f the students were enrofled dwiing November, 1977, °
' at a grade h&ghe& than thaz zhey had Last Legi. S
Table 1 shows the November, 1977 enrolmeﬁt Sy grade for each

P
grade the students had last left.

_ TABLE 1
GRADES STUDENTS LAST LEFT. AND GRADES STUDENTS WERE
ENROLLED IN DURING NOVEMBER, 1977 (N = 840)

‘Grade. .? : ‘NOVember, 1977 Enrolment by Grade L .T. ) Lo *
. Last Left S - - _— ‘otal .
-t s ~ 1o - 11 12 R
5 ) 1. 1. L . B
7 3 2 "3 .2 1 o N
- 8 w20 - 3 1 2 T 27
9 79 37 30 - 14 i 183 .
10, . ° 92 82 ‘46 9 - 238,
11 8 - 9. 120 . 74 g§:17 o228
12 - s 11 - e fe 120
i o 2. .4 _ - 45 . 51
TOTAL © 120 149 2490 210 112 . 840
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. . : . N o ' '
Of the ‘840 students for whom data were available 46% had

‘progressed to a higher grade since'they had returned to school; 48% were

. - - - . ) - *
'_registered in the same grade, and 6% were registered in a lower grade
. . . v , . N .
(data for the length of time the student ﬁgd,been back in school were not
_ R | _ ¢
gathered in this study).

~ . .. . C o . .

A further breakdown on these percentages is‘ehoqn‘in Table 2.°

Approkimately 17% of these stqdents'had progreese& tﬁo ornmere grades

since they had last dropped out. : '_ : ' :

) . . - TABLE 2 .- - v ‘

. " GRADE CHANGES FROM TIME STUDENTS LAST DROPPED OoUT .TO NOVEMBER, 1977 o
T (3 = 840) .
. L Number pf : . Percentage of

Grade Chapge Studentsff S 7 Students. .
- Lower Grade - o : - - o ‘1
2 grades lower . ' 15 2 M
1 grade lower o 33 A - L 4
(TOTAL Lower Grade) (48) ~ T (e
,  Same Grade o . 404 . a8
' ’ Higher Grede' : : e _ '  ', : -
"+ .1 grade higher - 249 . 30 { |
f ' 2 ‘grades higher - _ . 99 R S ‘ s 12
'%_ 3 grades highex X 26 . ' o3
i . « N . . ) - . - . ) ‘ . - .
4 grades higher = K 9 R . ‘ 1 .
S grades higher - : | o4 ' i
_ -6 ‘grades higher _ . 1 L . - ‘
= (TOTAL Higher Grade) - (388) - L. (46)
TOTAL 840 . " .- - 100

[N
. .
'

* Of the 840 students, 48 students reported belng enrolled at-a lowexr
.. grade level’than they had left. Some of these students may have supplled
"'incorrect information; however, tHhe lnvestigators pnoned a few of these
~at random to check the data and found that some students_had indeed
enrolled at a lower level to obtain-a certaip program of studies. Other
o 'students were taklng courses at several. gradtilevels'and'were unsure ’
Q -, what- grade level they’ were reaily in, and still others were reglstered-in
]ERJ(j ‘home rooms at a lower grade than the one at which they were studylng.-

39 - e T
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Changes Returnlng Students Made in Level of Study
L J .8

25% of zhe retuny

w .. were enrolled duni

' ~ than they had fast Le

Atudentb who had-2ast Zeﬂt Ontario AchaaﬁA AR
ouemben ‘1977, at a Level higher on ﬂawen

Table 3 provides the number of-returning.students'who'dropped out . |
of h@gh‘schools in Ontario and who re-enrolled at higher and lower levels

of study than the ones - from which. they had dropped out. .

of the 913 students for whom data were avallable, approxzmately /

T e 2

. 12% were. enrolled at a hlgher level than they ‘had 1ast left, 13% were ; ;']

*

enrolled at’a’ lower level and 75% were enrolledlln the-same'level. A
e e . ) . . : ‘ s : ., L] ) . . : . ) .. PR
‘further breakdown of these percentages is given in Table 4. T !
\ . . 7

KN r

. : . TABEE 3 - ~ LT
S o : . B T

‘ LEVEI.S STUDENTS LAST L.EFT AND LEVELS STUDENTS WERE ENROLLED IN

DURING NOVEMBER, 1977 (N = 913 SJUDENTS WHO LEFT ONTARIO SCHOOLS) ' ,
’ TLewel Last November, 1977 Enrolment by Level B Totdl )
. Left 'T. 2 - 3 ry 5 6 - - .
= RN PN ] 7.
2 S e 22 8/ . 3o | .41’ '
; 3 2 119¢ 26 6 5 > 153 .
4 327 - 269 46 . 1 348 ‘
5. .1 o 77 276 364 - .
.6 I - . ‘. . - 0 :&.
TOTAL 1 25 . 172 383. 331 . 1 913
. + ' A closer look at Table 3 reveals that level 4 students were ’ oL

» almost: as likely to move down to leyel.3 as to move up to level 5, that

Llevel 3'students were most likely4to move up to level 4, that level.2

. h students were 1lkely to move to levels 3 or 4 and flnally that level 5

students were most llkely to move down.to level 4. The largest number ‘of

- . . d

"students whq made any partlcula: change of level was those who changed from

level § to level 4 --Athey represented 8% or 77 of the‘913rstudents for'whom

Y

o ~ information was available;_ . - o r_ﬁ.'~,&.
ERIC e LT g
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TABLE 4 % _ .
. LEVEL éBANGEs FROM TIME ONTARIO STUDENTS LAST DROPPED OUT NOVEMBER, 1977
) o . - : - Number ofi'.' o - T Peroentage}of
Level Change Students = - - . - Students °
R o _ _ . , . 1 . B
- Lower Levéel | / I _ - e E
3 levels lower - 1. ) e
2 levels lower o 10 - - ‘ :
l-levéi.lower ' : _ 111 o ‘"' f 12
A .. (TOTAL Lower Level) - ’(122X N o (13)
©- ©  Same Level 3 687 - o 75
Higher Level ‘ .
. 1 level higher . ~~ '~ - 80 ¢ o
. 2 levels higher - 20 . B o2
3 levels higher : 2. ) . H'
4 levels higher . . 2 » . )
(TOTAL'Higher,Level) (104) ' LT - (12) .- 4
| TOTAL o _ °i13° . _ o 100

i-

PN

The Leaving School Early Proéram'

Data on participation‘in the:heavinghSchoolbEarlyVProgram_were'
not anaiyzed because many studeénts appeared to have incorrect ideas'of .
L what it 15. For example, li4 studenté who?had dropped‘out only once reported‘
that they had been in the Leaving School Early Program, however, 63 or:
S S5. 3% of these students also reported they they had dropped out after tnrn-
ing 16. Of 141 students who said they had’ been in the Leav1ng SChOOl éarly
Program,. 48 were clearly too old to have taken part in it - that_is, they,o

‘ +

turned 16 before the program began.

Fl *

O

Y
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Eﬁperiences‘ and Wishes Com;g Work
o o "
The form filled out by returnlng students alsolcontalned several .

!

N
_questlons whlcﬁ were.part of a study of students' attltudes toward work

~

and Unemployment whlch were also answered bymall students. In thls’seCtion

therreSQOnsesvof returning students will be‘brlefly compared with those

of students:who had never dropped out; a more detailed analysis will be

Apresented in Students' Attitudes To Work and Unemployment: Part I: .The

Survey (Research Report #151, in press). . : T
Returning students were more llkely ‘than students who had never
dropped out both to have wanted and to have had a 3 the prev1ous summer.

They were also more llkely to have looke{g:or.a part-tlmekjob at wh1ch they‘

°

s

ébuld work whlle golng to school, to have had a part-tlme job,-and to have

.a part-tlme Job paylng more than ten dollars every week in November, 1977

Returnlng students were also much more llkely td report that thﬁy_yould‘
llke to combine’ part—tlme schoollng w1th work.

»
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION"

N
ey,

Using a szmple questionnaire.answered by 86%.0f all regulE

-Toronto h1gh school students in November, 1977, we 1dent1f1ed 1, 150 returning

.

studenti. Th1s number represented 3.9% of “the 29,499 students who answered

[y

the questionnaire.
) _ Who is ‘the Toronto returningbstudent? Our study'discpveredlthat |
the returning'student -
| == ig a male (603%*) ' | s

-- dropped-out of a Toronto high school (75%)

‘== dropped out once (86%)

-- dropped out at age. 15 16, or, 17 (76%)
-- was bo in 1960 1959, or 1958 or was 17, 18, or 19 years of age (67%)
-- dropped out of grades 9, 10 or 11 (76%)

- was enrolled in‘grades 10, 11, or 12 in November 1977 (73%)

~ -

-fvdroppedrput of levels 4 or 5 in Ontario (77%)

-- was enrqiled in levels 4 or 5 in November 1977 (76%) o -

. E - re-enrolled in the same school (64%)
While the above sketch'tells a lot ahout Toronto returning

students, it does not adequately describe.some of the interesting points
about various subsets of the returning students. The fellowing summarizes
the.findings for eight subsets of returning students. We have chosen the
\ !

subsets according to characteristics ‘which are obvious to staff in the high

sch001s - sex, grade, level, and school last left.
: .V

*

* !The percentag%s havelbeen rpunded off.
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‘ : o ‘ . L 2 ‘
Summary of Characteristics of Returning Students
" by Sex, Grade, Level and School Last Left

» - ’ . L_\

"the_men.

Returning Students Who Are Women

'The-Pattérns‘of Dropping Out Study (YOung and Reich, 1974) found
that 44% of the high school dropouts for the school year 1973 4 were women.

This study found that approximately 40% of the returning students are women,

We .found that the returning students who are women tend to have

- .

. dropped out at a younger age and in lower grades than the returning students

who are men. Of students .who had dropped out only once, the women were more

likely than ‘the men,to‘have dropped out before 16. The women were also less

likely than the ‘men to remain in- school past the age of 18._ Upon returning,

-

the women tend to be approximately the same age as the men, but enrolled in

-

-lower grades. These findings suggest that the women . tended to'stay out of.

I

school longer thannthe men. Because of the longer period of time out of ’

L]

school, the women may have forgotten more of their school work than men and

-

!may.thus require more remedial help. In addition, these findings suggest

that women must also-* tend to be among classmates who are more different in

)

age (younger) than those with whom the men are associated It seems reasonable

then to expect that the women may experience more difficulties socialIy than
. ) o o ey

.

- Some studies (see Literature Review, page . 2) have found EHat
women do not drop out and return as often as men. We did not find this to
be the case for Toronto returning students - only about l4% of both sexes

had dropped'out more than once 'We found that women tended to enrol’ in a

"different school at about the same rate as men -- 36% enrolled in a different

. school. _We also discovered that women tended to have similar patterns of

leaving and re-entolment by level as the men —- 77% left levels 4 and 5 in ~

Ontario while 76% were enrolled in levels 4 and 5.

Y
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Returning Students Who Are Men

The Patterns of Dropping out study TYoung & Reich 1974) found
that 56% of the high schodl dropouts for the sghool 'year 1973-74 were mep
"This study found that approximately 60% of the.returning students are

We did not find the characteristics of returning students‘who-
are men to be similar to those‘of the women, nor°to betsimilar»to those

"that other authors have suggested (see Literature,Review,;page‘2). For
example, we did not”find that the men.dropped out-and-returned more often'
than the women -- approximately 86% of both sexes.had dropped out once. We
discovered that the men had not dropped out as young nor in as low grades
as the women. We also found that -the men were less likely to be-one-time
dropouts before 16 and more likely to still be in school after 18 than the’
women. Men’were-enrolled at higher grades in November 1977 than the women,
were'probably not out of school asilong,.and were probably enrolled with
'classmates who were closer in age to themselves than the women were.

| . As a brief aside, the finding that 86% of the students had .

. dropped out only once could-indicate that returning students tend to be a
fairly stable group and that a‘rather small body of students have developed
-a habit of dropping out and returning - many people might consider this

good. On the contrary, the findings might mean that schools are reluctant

‘to admit a student for a second, third or, fourth return.

Students Who Returned to a Different Whronto School .
: ‘ . " - » » i
of thé'students‘who last‘left a Toronto high school, 36% returned
.to ‘a different Toronto high school - this is a considerable number. Students
who had returned ‘to different schools than the ones they had left. tended
to_have dropped out in lower gradesvand at earlier ages than students who

\

had re-enrolled in the school they had, left, and to be enrolled (in
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November, 1977) in lower grades; however, they also tended to be older.

-
R AT

p . in November, 1977 and to have dropped out_more~than once.

Students Who Returned'to,the Same Toronto School

The majority of the students,.approximately 61%,,returned to the
Toronto high school they‘had last_left. On the  whole, these students seem

to be a more stable group than the smaller group who enrolled in a

. Pl

different sohool. . They were enrolled at higher grades, having dropped out

at'higher grades'and at_an older ageq.:Theg tended not to have dropped

. out~as often or £°5n;§e stayed out as:long. -TheyEWould oonsequently be
oloser.to‘the age of their classmates than students who enrolled in a
different school. : o . : )

Interestingly enough, we found no patternsfin.the levels of study °
thepstudents:left or in the levels of studyrthey re—enrolled in'according

to whether they returned to a different or. the same school.’

Returning Students Who Were Enrolled in the Junior Grades in November, 1977 _
We found;that 32% of the returning students .were enrolled in the

junior grades (grades 9 and 10) in November, 1977 The reader must remember

that one of the reasons we found fewer students enrolled in the Junior
grades  than the senior gradesqis that.the study included,all returning

:students'regardkss,ofthe_number of years they had been back =- thus, many
who had enrolled in the junior grades originally would'naturally.have

progressed to the,senior grades by November, 1977.

The students we found 1n the junior grades dere »more likely to

r

be women, to be studying at levels l 2 or 3, and to have dropped out

more ‘than once, than the students we found in the senior grades. They were.
, also more likely to have«droppedfout of thefjunior'gradesr to have dropped

- “\ N

out of levels l, 2 or 3, and ‘to be one—time dropouts before turning 16.

And finally, _they were more likely than the students enrolled in the senior
t . .

Q grades to have returned to a different school.

a - o,

° . ) . . : i .. . - '}
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Returning students enrolled'in_the‘junior.grades have'obviously

.experienoed more change and disruption‘in their school career at a younger
:age than return1ng students who are enrolled in the’ senlor grades. They

-are mostly women droppxng out of and returnlng to the level 1, 2 and

3 schools; » : ) o o

"

Returnlng Students Who Were Enrolled in the Senior Grades in November, 1977

We found that 68% of the returnlng students were enrolled in the

senior'grades in.November, 1977._ These students, many of whom had , -
p bably been back’ for more than a year, ‘were more 11ke1y to be men and

fmore llkely to be studylng at levels 4 and- 5 than the returnlng students
I

Aenrolled 1n the Junlor grades. They-were alsosless 11kely.to have dropped :

out more than once and more llkely to have dropped out of levels 4 and S.

4
3

They had also not dropped out -as soon as the students enrolled 1n the

junlor grades, elther +in terms of the age laft or in terms of the grade

-

they dropped out of Thxs _group of returnlng students is obv1ously a more -
‘stable group and a group WLth h1gher level academlc plans who have stuck

,nthh educatlon and a particular school more consxstently than the group

of return1ng students enrolled in the junxor grades.

Returnlng Students Who Were Enrolled in Levels 1 2 or 3 in November,ﬁlqﬂg

Returnlng students enrolled in levels 2 and 3 were over-represented
,as compared to theigeneral‘body of students énrolled in 1evels 2_and 3-—-
23.4% of the returning students_were'enrolled in levels 2 and 3; 13.6% of

the population £ high'school students were enrolled in these levels..

LN A

students tended to be younger than returnlng students enrolled
'é?' “RaS .

1n leVQQSo and 5, to more llkely have dropped out of the Junlor grades, and

to more likely be enrolled in the junlor grades in November, 1977 than returnlng

L)
.

students-xn levels 4 and 5. Returning students, part;cularly at level 3,

-

. were more likely to have dropped . out before turnlng 16 than those

4'7
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enrolled in levels 4 and_Sml Students ‘studying in November, 1977 at

levels 1, 2:o\~3 ere also more. llkely to have dropped out more than once
- .~';‘ ‘-‘
than returnlng students study1ng at levels 4 and 5

a

We found no tendency‘for.returnlng students at these levels

to be either one sex or the other, and also ﬁihhd no association between
‘:' levels of enrolment and Whether or not the students had returned to the

<

ST same school.

,_Ehe most 1nterest1ng th1ng to note here is the obv1ous 11nk

.

between levels 1, 2 and 3, junlor grades, dropplng out at a young age,

-

droppxng out more than once, and be1ng young in November, 1977.

Returnlng Students Who Were Enrolled in Levels ‘4 and 5 in November, 1977

-

l The number of returnlng students enrolled in levels 4 and 5 is
a most 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng. In comparlson w1th t%} populatlon of Toronto
high school students, return1ng students enrolled 1n/level 4 are greatly
. overfrepresented (39%'VSL 26.4%)5 whlle_returnlngistudents_enrolled-1n
level 5 are‘greatly under—reorese;ted (37.1% vs; 58.4%)."“;’

‘ The return1ng students enrolled at these levels are morxre 11kely
to be- older, more llkely to be enrolledN}n the senior. grades, less.likely
to‘have_been a one-=time dropout-before 16, and less likely to -have dropped
‘out more than once." . | | | |

' @f ' | These ffndings whlchjare.reported in a number of mays throughoutd
tﬁis report, strongly suggest that the level .4-5 schools have quite a.-r |

Glfferent type of returnlng student than the level 1-2 3 schools. The

* - -

level 4-5 schools alsoeunnll over. three-quarters of the returnlng students.

Y

Returnlng Students"Progress
,‘Returning students'appear not to stay 1n school long once they
.1.have;returned;l-For‘example, only 46% were enrolled in a grade h1gher
_than’the one they had left. Table 1 on*page 32 'shows that in each grade,

.-
i

48
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~

a large\proportion of students Qho had left that grade had still not .
passed it (some were even at a lower grade) .

- . X .

Returning students also do not seem to'spend'a long time”out

of school before7returning, The median age at which returning students
“had last drcPPed out was_lG, and their medlan year of birth Qas léGO---
‘ people born in 19605were still 16 at the beginning‘of 1977. Further
relevant evidence }s that 80% of one-tlme dropouts who had dropped out
-under 16 were stlll under lé in November, 1977. ' ) ’ . .
rReturnlngAStudents Changesvin Levels of Study, o '.' | ;

The maerlty of return1ng~students (approxlmately 75%) who. had

ﬁleft Ontario schools 'did not change the level at which they were studying
‘l‘_ - . when they returned to a school in Toronto. This'finding could-indicate
that students are, on the whole, satlsfled w1th the level of study at whlch
they had preVLously studled or lt-could mean that lt 1s relatlvely dlfflcult
k ﬁ:to change to.a new level hav1ng once made a chorce of level .
| The most common change of level (8% or 77 of 913 students) was that
of moving from level 5 to level_4.-.0ne-would suspectlthat these students -
.have dec1ded to go back to school malnly to obtaln a’ grade ‘12 d1ploma. The

N second most\g\ﬂron tendency was for 1evel 2 and '3 students (6% or 51 of 913)

‘to move up' one, two or three levels - agaln most (or 4%) moved into level 4.

- -
. C~ .~
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- 4. APPENDIX A

_ The Toronto’ Board og Educm:wn i condun.tuzg 8vo n.umeh studies. One 4is a.bou.t
{ students who have dropped out of school and returned, and the othen is about the aa:tdndu
of students toward work and unemplogment: In onder to begin the studies, we are asking each
Toronto Sec.andmg student 2o answer. the Aouowmg questions. Please circle yourn answens.

‘ . CIRCLE_ANSWERS

1. Whef level {program) are MOST of your courses in? .e.ceeenen 1 2 3 4 5§
2. Did you want a job last SUMIMET?  +vvvvnnnncnanenns [P 1YES oNO
3. 01d you have a job last summer? '..... Ceteaaaaas beeseeaneaces 1YES o 0NO- o
4. Have you ever looked for a part -time job at which you, : ) R
" could work whiTe goi ng to SChool?. .. iiiiieinetiecannnsnonss 1YES - aNO
_5. Have _you ever had a part- t'ime job while going to school? 1 YES ~ oNO
6. Do you now have a part-time job at which you make more -
: than ten dollars. every Week? ........icicccniesiensmacnnsanans - YES * oNO
7. Would you like to combine part-time schooHng with work" «vs. . 1YES. . oNO
8. 'In your opinion, what bercentage of young people under -" ‘ S
the“aoe of 25 in Canqda are unemployed? .......ccciececiacenns 4 to 7 per cent .-

‘7 to 10 per cent
" 10 to 13 per centy
" 13 to 16 per cent,
Over 16 per cem‘:" 5
" Don't Know s

9. Have you ever 'dropped UL’ OF SCHOOT? & v v’ feesemeennnenn IYES  .aNO

L

1{ you answened YES 2o Qae.e.téan 9, plea.ae answer quesltions 10 tol15 . o N
1§ you answerad NO 2o Qaui&on‘g, please Ae&mn —U_TP: {onm 2o ‘yowr. teacher. : -

o

A}

10. How n\eny times have y’ou dropped out? - - . .~ ; ) .] 2 3 a
- * . o ] - » - R -‘ . ) L o ) o ) ‘.
11. Have you ever been in the Leaving School- Early program? ...... s 1YES . o NO.

-

Please answen the foLloiuing questions for the LAST time you dropped out.

12. What grade were _you"ln w}len you last droPped out? «.... 07 68 09 ‘I>0 11120 13

-

13. Whdt level (program) were MOST of your courses in? ... o ' 'l2 \ 3 | 4 \ 5. _

14. How old were you? cecsssessssena .'_.L?. R 1,4':7‘ 15 16 17. 18 19 20 .21

15. What school did. you Teave? . NAME" N e - & '
N ' soar ° ) ’

(:ITY

PROVI(!CE-(or Country-. if tneschool is not in Canada)
. ' a - R - . A

o
51

EKC _Would you. please g:ve us your phone number --a few of you wﬂ] be -
e phoned for more of your ideas about school and work......... -




- 46 -
) ' ' APPENDIX B

. Grades were deciphered‘§Zom class codes by a'computer program

t
-
-

which' a851gned grades\accordlna to. the follow1mg prlnclples-

. - 1. grades were inferred only if the code’ contalned one
C o o of .the_numbers from 9 through 13 (actually,
T grade 9 was inferred.-only if the tode contained "09");

"2{~\if the code contained one of the humbers from 9
. through 13, a grade was assigned only if that -
number was at -the end of the code, or if it was

at the end of the code, or if lt was followed by

. ‘ a letter; : 2T
- .. ' . . {

3. if the code contained two numbers, from which a
grade could be inferred, separated by a letter or
letters, the grade was lnferred from the flrst

» number. .

‘The only problem which arose was Qith class.codes froh.three.
'schools whlch use four character codes conslsting of ‘the letters 'SV'
.
followed by a two-dlglt serlal number.. For example, from the code sviz,
Vlt would be inferred that thlS class was in grade 12, although that would

not necessarily be true. However, onlyrthree students had such class

codes. - - ’ o S :

e



